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REMARKS 

This responds to the Office Action mailed on June 3. 2005 , and the references cited 
therewith. 

Claims 1. 5, and 12 are amended; as a result, claims 1-17 are nov^ pending in this 
application. 

§772 Rejection of the Claims 

Claims 1-17 w^ere rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, for indefiniteness. 
The Examiner asserts that since FIG. 3 shows the accounting application and printing agent on 
the same server that the Examiner cannot figure out how the accounting services are external and 
separate from the printer agent. In response to this rejection, Applicants have amended the 
independent claims to strike the limitation of external and make the limitation "separate and 
apart." Furthermore, Applicants note that the diagram is not ambiguous the accounting 
application is in fact separate and apart from the printer agent and the printer. Applicants cannot 
understand the perceived ambiguity, it is irrelevant that the printer agent and the accounting 
application are on the same server; they are still very clearly separate and apart from one another 
and not integrated into a larger single application. Accordingly, Applicants believe that there is 
no longer any ambiguity and that this rejection be withdrawn. 

If the Examiner continues to maintain this rejection, then the Applicants respectfully 
request an explanation and interpretation as to how the accounting application and the printer 
agent are in fact the same when the figure asserted clearly shows the two components are 
separate and apart from one another. Any possible ambiguity was clearly removed with the word 
external, since arguable external may refer to a local environment; but separate does not refer to 
this. Separate refers to not being the same, and it is clear that the two are not the same. It is also 
abundantly clear that the two are apart from one another. 

Accordingly, this rejection should be withdravra. Applicants would also like to note that 
this rejection seems coincidental in view of the fact that the Examiner has been unable to find 
this limitation in the cited references and now appears to state that this limitation is obvious by 
official notice. Are Applicants to understand that the Examiner is now interpreting words 
against their ordinary meaning (e.g., "separate and apart") to find and create a non existent 
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indefiniteness rejecUon and is coupling tt-is with an oHicia. notice to reject the present claims? If 
Applicants have interpreted the rationale and logic of the Examiner conrectly, then Apphcattts 
respectfully disagree with these actions and believe that these interpretations do not comport 
with the law of claim interpretation, the law of indefiniteness. and the law of obviou^ess. 

§ 70-? Reject ''^" the Claims 
Claims 1-17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bennett 
et al (U S 5 146 344). It is of course fundamental that in order to sustain an obviousness 
rejection thai each and every element in the rejected claims must be taught or suggested in the 
cited reference or proposed combination of references. 

Applicants respectfully disagree with the Official Notice taken by the Examiner. The 
Examiner asserts that the reference cited was provided in the mechanical arts and that m a 
computer environment it would have been obvious to modularize features and functions, such 
that the accounting services would be separate from the printer agent or printer. Applicants 
respectfiilly and strongly disagree with this conclusion. 

First the whole purpose of the Bemiett printing system is a standalone system having 
features integrated therein, if that was broken down and stored in multiple environments outside 
the printer itself then Bemiett would have more to manage and synchronize with the pnnter it 
teaches. Moreover, it would make the printer less portable since different enviromnents would 
require different separately integrated features for their different environments. Applicants do 
not beUeve that making things more modular is always something that is desired or wanted m a 
computer enviromnent and therefore do not believe that it is proper for the Examiner to be 
asserting an Official Notice in this area. Bemiett's goal is to sell a printer. Applicants' goal is to 
provide network printing services for printers but not a specific type of printer. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would have understood this in reading Bemiett and would have recognized that 
separating feattires and functions to devices outside the printing system, was not desirable and 
cannot therefore be said to be obvious. It is clear that this limitation is not present in the Bemiett 
reference and that the Examiner is attempting to exclude the limitation of "accounting services 
separate and apart from a printer agent and a printer," with untenable interpretations of the 
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ortsinalfUedspecif.ca«ona„dwim„ose,ui,orswifl,,espec,.owKato„eofo«^ 
artwouldhavedonewitt,Ben„e«inviewoftt.egeneralcompu.erprogrammmgfield. 

Again App«ca„.disagree.ha.Uwou.da.waysn,a.ese„seto™a.efea.ures™du,ar. U 
, ... Lents of a projec. and «,a. p^jeC's goal, which may or may no. de.enn,ne how an 
ilX— nisgoh>g.op.ceed.TheBe„ne«.fe«n.^ 

:dinone„fo.ina....iin*ea«,hecauseBe„ne„wan.edas.a„daIo„epnn.,ngs.^^^^^^^^ 
a„ us features and ft^Cions se,f co„.a,ned and no. depended on other env— b.aose 
Bonne., wanted to sell and invent a primer and self con.ai„ed prin.er system. Therefore, 

Led by .he Examiner is rebuned herewith and the burden is now wiUt *e Examtner .0 
™,„.JheN0.ice.s.„ceamere„bJec.ion.„anO.r,eialN0.iceputs.heburden^^^^^ 

Examiner tocontinue.0 mainiaini.. Moreover,.heExaminermus.prov,despec,fi^^^^^^^^^^ 
a. afftdavi. .0 con.inue .0 tnainuin *is rejec«on. Applica„.s have more «ta„ provded ^ffi^n. 
remarks .0 elucidale why i. is no. obvious .0 simply sugges. d.. .he eompu.er ar.s would have 
:ri:hefea.uresofBem.etttohavebeenmades.arateandapar.^md,eBem.e«pnn.mg 

The Examiner admits that any Benne.. aecoun.ing services are no. separa.e ftom any 
Be»,e« pri„.er agem or Bem.et. primer; however, .he Examiner a..emp.s two r^echons .0 
explam .his away. Firs, the Examiner tries to stretch the ordinary meaning of words such as 
:tate and apari-to suggest an indef,ni.enessproblemexists.whe.thereisc,earlynonem 

,he firs, insiance. Second, the Examiner has attempted .0 include an e„.ire ar. area, n^. 
compu.er prog«mming. .0 sugges. .he limi.a.ion is obvious in Benne.., even when Be^^ 
,eac hings do no. suppori such an arrar.gemem since i. would no. be benefical .0 Bem,e.. s 
teachings and would in fac. ran contrary to the goals and teachings of Bemtett. Moreover, 
la.ngsomed,ingm„du,arin*eprogrammingar.sisno.a.waysdone.h.fac,anydec.^^^^^ 

„a.e Le.hing modular is driven by re<,uiremen.s and goals; U.e goals and r^u,remen.s of 

Bemte.. would no. have supported fte conclusion being drawn by to Exammer. 

Accordingly,.heApplican.srespec.fhllyre,ues.d«.«.ereJeo.ionsbewi.hdrawnand.he 

claims allowed. 
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rnNri.uSION 

Applicants respectfully submit that the claims are in condition for allowance, and 
notificationtothateffectiseamestlyrequested. TT,e Examiner is invited to telephone 
Applicants' attorney at (513) 942-0224 to facilitate prosecution of this apphcatton. 

If necessary, please charge any additional fees or credit overpayment to Depos.t Account 
No. 19-0743. 

Respectfully submitted, 
F.DEVON TAYLOR ETAL. 
By their Representatives, 

SCHWEGMAN, LUNDBERG, WOESSNER & KLUTH, P.A. 



P.O. Box 2938 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
(513)942-0224 
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Alexandria. VA 223 1 3-1450. on this dayof Seplcmher . ZOOj. 
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